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ABSTRACT 

The Senate Committee on Labor and Human Resources 
empaneled a subcommittee to investigate the possible employment of 
individuals who are dependent on public assistance, and proposed such 
an amendment to the Job Training Partnership Act. The amendment would 
establish an incentive bonus for the successful placement of welfare 
recipients in jobs. Young welfare mothers would be the priority 
targe* population for skill improvement and job placement. Testimony 
at a subcommittee hearing focused on the possibilities of linking the 
welfare system with several existing job programs. The need for 
support services such as day care and transportation was discussed. 
Representatives of states asked for flexible rules so that each state 
can design the work program in ways appropr ii-^te to the local context. 
T_e proposed amendment was endorsed by the Council of the Great City 
Schools with the caution that the legislation should not be over 
regulatory and should not require a substantial amount of paperwork. 
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JOBS FOR EMPLOYABLE DEPENDENT 
INDIVIDUALS ACT 



FRIDAY, MARCH 6. 1987 

U,S, Senate, 

bubcommittee on employment and productivity, 

Committee on Labor and Human Resources, 

Washington, DC, 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 12;36 p.m., in room 
SD-480, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Paul Simon 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Simon and Quayle, 

Senator Simon. The hearing will come to order, 

I am pleased to welcome witnesses and particularly to hear com- 
ments from Senator Quayle on amendments, which include Secre- 
tary Brock's initiative 

I have a full statement. I will simply enter it in the record at 
this point, 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SIMON 
Senator Simon Good afternoon. I am pleased to welcome our wit- 
nesses and my colleagues on the subcommittee to hear testimony 
on S. ol4— jobs for employable dependent individuals [JEDI] and 
Senator Quayle s amendments, which includes Secretary P-ock's 
initiative on AFDC youth. 

It is my hope that we will achieve bipartisan consensus on both 
of these initiatives, which provide incentives and funds for increas- 
ing ^he employability of young AFDC mothers and AFDC youth. 

On February 5th, Senator Kennedy introduced S. 514, which pro- 
vides incentive bonuses to States for training and placing AFDC re- 
cipients in jobs. 

I support this initiative, but as I indicated to Reverend Sullivan 
at the hearing on February 3rd, we need to assure to the maximum 
extent possible, without mandating their participation, that com- 
munity based organizations will participate in the outreach and 
training, because these organizations have an important role in 
providing job training services. 

You should also know that I am currently prepa ing amend- 
ments to the JTPA performance standards to include remedial and 
basic education requirements for those who need them. This is an- 
other means of addressing the needs of the AFDC population, and 
a way oi eliminating some of the incentives for "creaming" that we 
often hear about. 

Ill 
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Senator Quayle's amendments include the Department of Labor's 
AFDC Summer Youth Employment and Training Amendments of 
1987. These amendments improve the targeting of JTPA services 
on the welfare youth population, particularly teen parents, and 
give JTPA service delivery areas the flexibility to provide the tradi- 
tional summer, or year-round youth employment programs. 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. You are reminded 
that your statements will be entered in the record in full. It would 
facilitate the questioning and opportunity for exchange if you 
would summarize your written statements. 

I would like to welcome our first witness, the Honorable Roger 
D. Semerad, Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training at 
the Department of Labor. 

Senator Quayle, is there anything you wish to say at the opening 
here? 

Senator Quayle. Mr. Chairman, thank very much for accommo- 
dating:; us on these amendments. I want to compliment you and 
your staff on arranging these hearings. 

Briefly, these amendments that I have introduced first try to 
expand the summer youth proposal. We are all looking at possible 
amendments to S. 514. Secondly, the amendment would establish a 
base year on which to determine the incentiv^e payments for which 
a State would be eligible. Third, we do have an amendment which 
would strike the recapture and reallotment of fiscal years 1984 and 
1985 funds. 

Finally, much of the criticism, as you know, Mr. Chairman, has 
been directed toward the so-called ''creaming" issue, and what we 
try to do is clarify and encourage more of the utilization of our 
funds for those real hard-core structurally unemployed and make 
sure that they get proper credit for the expenditure of those 
monies. Maybe the numbers would be less, but the proportional 
weight ought to be weighed in favor of serving the long-term unem- 
ployed. 

So those are briefiy the amendments. I look forward to the testi- 
mony and I again thank you for your cooperation and consider- 
ation 

[The prepared statement of Senate Quayle follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR DAN QUAYLE AT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT 



AND PRODUCTIVITY HEARING ON S. 514 



March 6, I jBI , 12:30 P.M. 



Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for your 
willingness to hold this hearing tms afternoon on such short 
notice. You and your staff have been most helpful in arranging a 
time to receive testimony on s. 514, the Jobs for Employable 
Dependent individuals and my amendments to it. Again, thank you 
for being so accommodating in holding this hearing. 

The witnesses today will focus on the amendments which I 
have filed to s. 514. Briefly, let me describe my airendments. 

PiC5t, I proposing to add tht^ expanded summer youth 
program proposa^ to S. 514. The proposal to allow localities to 
expand the surr^er youth program to a year-round program for AFDC 
youth sfeems to fit well with the concept of S. 514 of serving the 
long-term disadvantaged welfare recipient. Also, it is sensible 

) me to combine theso proposals into one bill and ensure 
coordination between all changes that we m^ike to the Job Training 
Partnership Act (JTPA) , rather than passing two or three separate 
pieces of legislation. 
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There is no question that the AFDC youth neod special 
attention. This proposal to expand services to a year-round 
program will provide this additional attention and give these 
youtii the remediation they need to achieve basic skills 
competency and employment where applicable. 

My other amendments would make changes to S, 514, the JEDI 
bill. The first would establish a base year upon which to 
determine the amount of incentive p-iyments for whicn a stat-- 
would be eligible. S. 514 as drafted does not have a base year, 
and therefore, states would be treated unequitably upon entering 
the program. 

Another amendm}nt would -^l irr, nate the recapture ard 
reallotment of Fiscal Year 1 984 and i9B5 funds as provided ^'or in 
S. 514 and would instead reduce a state's alloc^ition by any 
carryover [rom the previous year m excels of 20%. This proposal 
recognizes tnat states need to have a certain amount of 
flexibility in the use ^f funds from one ynar to the next, but 
will Imit to 20% tne amount that a state can carryover fr^r, one 
year to the next. I am open to discussion on whr ^aer 20% is an 
appropriate level, and hope that the states will contact t>ie 
members of the Employment Subcoiitun 1 1 tee to let us know their 
views. 

^incilly, my amendment would chringti the performance 
stand.irds unJor Iitl_ LI-A ot JTPA tj promote' the provision uf 
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services to the long-term welfare recipient. This amendment 
seeks to offpr an incentive, much the way the JEDI proposal does, 
but does so more directly and within the existing delivv^ry 
system. While the JEDI concept is supportable, many states have 
indicated that they will be unable to participate because the 
admikTistrati ve burden of tracking an individual over a three year 
period in order to determine the savings from leaving welfare is 
too onerous. 

Changing the performance standards will reach ^^11 
strvicfc pcov^iders through the current administrative system, and 
will not demand extra administrative e^'forts. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a shot, hearing today because of the 
hour, but we will hear from three sectors that have a great 
interest in these amendments. I look forward to working with 
the witnesses and the Chairman on thesf3 amendments to ensure that 
more services are provided to the needy AFDC youth and the long- 
term welfare recipient. 
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Senator Simon. I thank you. 

If I can mention to all three witnesses, we will enter the full 
statements in the record. If you can be brief in summarizing them, 
v/e will use the five-minute time here and \/hen you see the red 
light on it means five minutes is up. If you can hold your informal 
statement to the five minutes, we would appreciate it 

We are pleased to have as our first witness the Assistant Secre- 
tary for Employment and Training, Department of Labor, Roger 
Semerad, w^ho has been, I would add, an uncommonly fine public 
servant. 

STATEMENT OF ROGER I). SEMERAD, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
LABOR; ACCOMPANIED BY BOB JONES, DEPUTY, AND DOLORES 
BATTLE, SENIOR STAFF MEMBER 

Mr. Semerad. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to 
have this opportunity to meet with the committee this afternoon 
and,> with your permission, we will indeed submit our formal re- 
marks for the record. 
Senator Simon. They will be entered in the record, 
Mr. Semerad. I have today with me Bob Jones, my Deputy, and 
Dolores Battle, one of my senior executives, joining me here at the 
table. 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to testify on the adminis- 
tration s AFDC youth initiative and part of the President s com- 
petitiveness proposal introduced by Senator Dole as S. 539, and 
Congressman Michel as H.R. 1155. 

I commend you for holding these hearings. It is a critical issue, 
breaking the cycle. As you know, we have been talking about 
breaking the cycle for at least the last cwo decades that I have 
been participating in this discussion, and this is an effort that we 
feel needs to be addressed, that the costs are too high noi only in 
terms of economic sense but in human terms as well. 
^ Secretary Brock told you every citizen must be fully productive 
for America to be competitive. The demographics are very clear 
about what our human capital pool is going to be like at the turn 
of the century, and we are addressing in our proposal, as you know,, 
the problems of adults who find themselves dislocated, but clearly 
what we do with the young people who get caught in the trap, we 
need to address this problem. 

We need to avoid the permanent youth underclass that is mainly 
poor, unskilled, minority high school dropouts who become illiter- 
ate, unemployable adults and dependent indefinitely on the welfare 
systems. Not everybody on welfare is the same, many are short- 
termers, only needing a brief period of help. Others stay on the 
rolls for a disproportionately long period of time 

Studies have shown the characteristics of those at greatest risk 
For long-term AFDC assistance, the young unwed mothers, the 
children under th-ee, the children from such homes Cc^nnot per- 
form as well in school and the job market as other iow-income 
youth and they become single parents themselves, thus perpetuat- 
ing the welfare cycle. 
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The range and variety of individuals receiving AFDC requires 
different approaches and we believe that for thu^^e at risk of long- 
term dependency, literacy training and eniployability developments 
are the key to breaking the cycle. 

Clearly, these skills are prerequisites for economic self-sufficien- 
cy and that trend is becoming even more and more disruptive as 
we move into a technologically based economy that the threshold 
level will be increasingly heavy in the years ahead. 

We have proposed three major initiatives to address welfare de- 
pendency, the GROW proposal, the Low-Income Improvement Act, 
and the JTPA-AFDC youth initiatives. The latter proposal amends 
JTPA to focus on young parents receiving AFDC youth and youth 
in AFDC families. 

Currently, 21 percent of JTPA Title II enrollees are indeed 
AFDC recipients, V/e want to reach more of these people. The 
SDAs under our plan through the Summer Youth Program would 
have three options now of enrichment. They could develop year- 
round components that are addressing the literacy or whatever the 
deficiencies these young people may have, they could continue to 
onerate the traditional summer youth employment program for 
economically disadvantaged youth, or they could conduct most 
practically something that is a combination of the two. 

This coincides with JPTA s basic philosophy, allowing local areas 
to set their own priorities. SDAs are provided flexibility to assign 
programs that meet the specific training and educational needs of 
the AFDC youth in their committees. Both in school and out of 
school programs could bu developed under our proposal. 

SDAs are choosing the new option, must submit plans \o the gov- 
ernor that describe the process for assessing the needs of these and 
the nature of planned services and the goals attained by youth, in- 
cluding intermediate success points. We think these enriched serv- 
ices should include basic remedial education subsistence abuse, 
pregnancy issues, chuJ care classes, life skill planning classes. Ob- 
viously, our effort is ilso to target the available resources more ap- 
propriately to where the children at tlie greatest risk are. 

We want the young people to participate in our program without 
penalty normally associated with participati m, so HHS is modify- 
ing their rules to allow these kids to participate. 

I see the red light is on. I also must say, Mr. Chairman, that— I 
would like to point out that the proposed amendment. Senator 
Kennedy's Jobs for Employable Dependent Individuals Act incorpo- 
rates an early draft of the administration's AFDC youth proposal, 
and we have pro video the committee staff with the final version as 
it was submitted. 

As you know, we had a variety of things going on as we tried to 
put four major pieces of legislation together in a short period of 
time. The final version now is in the hands of the staff and we 
greatly appreciate the incorporation of the revised languagt as you 
move forward with this legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Semerad follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
ROGER D. SEMER/.D 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF LABOR 
FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING 
BEFORE THE 
COMIIITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
UNITED STATES SENATE 

March 6, 1987 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:- 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to testify before 
you today on the Administration's proposed AFDC Youth 
Initiative. As you know this proposal was contained in the 
President's competitiveness proposal that was ttansnatted to 
Congress last week, and introduced by Senator Dole as S. 539 
and Congressman Michel as H.R. 1155. 

Before I discuss the AFDC Youth proposal, I would like to 
lake some general ^-enarks. First, I wish to commend you for 
holding these hearings. one of the most important issues in 
the human resource arena today is how to assist those who are 
deftjndent on welfare to achieve economic self-sufficiency. We 
must break the cycle of welfare dependency not only because of 
its cost to the taxpayer and to the Nation m terms of lost 
productivity, but most importantly because of its cost to indi- 
viduals in terms of lost dignity and human potential. 

Secretary Brock has described to this Committee some ot 
the significant changes that our society and work force are now 
undergoing. Because of the slower growth in our labor force 
and the shrinking pool ot yourt7 workers, we are going to need 
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all individuals to be productive in order for our country to 
meet its competitive challenges, simply cannot afford to 

continue a situation in which a large chunk of our youth 
population — primarily poor, minority school dropouts facco 
a life of unemployrcont and welfare dependency compounded by 
problems of illitera::y, drug use, and teen pregnan-.y. There is 
a real danger that if we do not act, a permanent youth under- 
class will result that will become the adult underclass of the 
future, and suffer long-term dependency on our welfare systems. 
I find this prospect unacceptable, as I am sure you do. 

I recognize that the welfare dependency problem is a 
multiface*-3d one that needs ^o be addressed in a number of 
ways. Many AFDC recipients a only temporarily on the welfare 
rollf and arc able to attain s^ Vf-suf.iciency on their own 
without outside assistance. Approximately 50 percent of women 
beginning their first spell of AFDC leave welfare within two 
years of enrollment. 

Other AFDC recipients, however, face serious barrier's to 
self-sufficiency. Nearly one-fourth of women beainninci their 
first spell of AFDC will stay on the rolls fo>- 10 years or 
mere. Thic group makes up almost 60 percent of the AFDC 
enrollees at any point-in-time. Recent research indicates that 
the group at greatest risk is becoming long-term AFDC 
recipients is young, unwed mothers who enter the welfare systei-n 
when their child is less than 3 years old. Other studies have 
consistently found that children from single pareni, families 
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complete fewer years of school and get lower status ]obs than 
other children. These children are more likely to become 
single parents themselves, thus perpetuating the cycle of 
welfare depende^.cy. In addition, yt-uth in households receiving 
AFDC have more difficulty in the labor force than youth in 
other low-income households. 

The differing needs of individuals on AFDC require 
different interventions, for example, ]ob search programs are 
a useful low-cost approach to helping many AFDC recipients 
obtain employment, particularly those with so»Tie work history 
and job skills. Community work experience jjrograms can be a 
useful way of providing a first exposure to the world of work 
and instilling the confidence an individual needs to succeed *n 
the work environment, and of teaching work skills. 
Occupational skill training can provide nny AFDC recipients 
with the job skills necessary to get that first job. . iny 
recipients also need child care ^rid transportation assistancs 
in addition to work or training opportunities. 

For the disadvantaged youth at-risk of long-tei^Ti 
dependency literacy,^ training and eiuployaoil ity development are 
key. Let me put this in context. 5 a Nation, we are facing 
increasing international competition and our economy is I'nder- 
9 ,ing ever more rapid change to meet this competition. Much ot 
this change is in the direction of higher and more complex 
skill requirements. Basic verbal and computational skills are 
frequently a prerequisite to achieving economic self- 



ERIC 



14 



11 



-4- 



sufficiency in our society. Disadvantaged ii.iividvials may be 
unabla to achieve such self-sufficiency uriless they can master 
these basic skills. A relatively snail up-front investment in 
literacy and basic skills will pay long-run dividends to our 
society and the individuals concerned. 

The Administration has put on the table three ma^or pro- 
posals which address* welfare dependency. In addition to the 
AFDC Youth Initiative, the President's competitiveness package 
includes a companion proposal, Greater Opportunities Through 
Work, or GROW. This proposal would establish a new employment 
and training program in AFDC which would operate in conjunction 
with the ArDC Youth Initiative. GROW is based upon research 
that shows employment and training programs can help reduce 
welfare dependency. 

Last week, the President transmitted to Congress the Low- 
Income Opportunity Improvement Act. This measure will allow 
States and communities to undertake demonstrations designed to 
find out what else can work in reducing welfare dependency. 

Let me turn now to the AFDC Youth Initiative. The 
proposal focuses on young parents receiving Aid to Families 
with Dependent children (AFDC), and youth in AFDC families. It 
would amend the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) . While 
welfare recipients form a sizable portion of the clientele 
served by JTPA programs — 21 percent of Title II-A enrollees 
are AFDC recipients — and a number of States have formed 
linkages between welfare programs and JTPA, we believe that 
JTPA could do more to reduce long-term welfare dependency. 
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Our AFLC youth proposal emphasizes the need to target 
resources to those who are roost at-risk ot staying on welfare 
the longest and to provide early inter/ention to prevent 
welfare dependency. Its aim is to dramatically increase the 
number of AFDC youth served under JTPA by modifying Title II-B 
of the Act and expanding the range of assistance. It provides 
a package of services which is more comprehensive than anything 
offered previously under JTPA. 

Under the traditional Title II-B program, economically 
disadvantaged in-school youth between 16 and 21 years of age 
are provided with jobs during the summer months (14 and 15 year 
olds may be eligible at local option) . Under amendments to 
JTPA that were enacted last year, this work experience is now 
combined with literacy training and remedial education. JTPA 
Service Delivery Areas also are encouraged to provide 
counseling and other services that will enable these youth to 
remain in school. 

The proposed "AFDC and Summer Youth Employment and 
Training Amendments of 1987* would add an enriched program 
option of employment and training for AFDC youth to the current 
Title II-B summer youth program. Serv'ice Delivery Areas v/ould 
have three options under the new Title II-B* they could 
develop a new, enriched, year-round component targeted to AFDC 
youth; they could continue to carry out the traditional summer 
youth employment program; or they could carry out some combina- 
tion of the two. Giving Service Delivery Areas the choice of 
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adopting the new AFDC youth component is m keeping with the 
overall JTPA philosophy of letting states and local areas set 
service priorities based on their local population, needs and 
capacities. It will provide the necessary flexibility for 
areas with large concentrations of AFDC youth to focus their 
resources on this new component, while enabling areas with lo\ 
numbers of AFDC youth to continue to use their resources for 
the standard summer youth program. 

Under the new AFDC youth component, local program 
operators would be able to develop both in-school and out-of- 
school programs for AFDC youth. Service Delivery Areas 
electing to operate the new component would be required to 
describe in its :)ob training plan a comprehensive plan of 
service for che AFDC youth. This plan would contain: 



the process for assessing the needs of each 

parti" pant,, including educational, training, 

employment, and social service needs; 

the services and activities to be provided, the 

estimated length of time of the services, and 

the agencies that will provide them; and 

the goals to be attained, including intermediate 

success points dur:ng participation. 



If the assessments indicate that there is a need, the 
Service Delivery Area must provide the following services, 
where appropriate: basic and remedial education, drug and 
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alcohol abuse counseling, pregnancy and pregnancy preventi. 
counseling, child care classes, and life skills planning 
classes . 



in developing the training and employment component of their 
AFDC youth program. Such training could include classroom 
instruction, on-the-job training, work experience, job search 
assistance, employment counseling, and orientation to the world 
of work. In-school youth could concentrate on learning about 
the range of career options open to them, assessing their 
interests, learning how to pursue a chosen career, and 
beginning tc develop the skills necessary for such a career. 
Of course, we expect local areas would urge these youth to 
remain ir school and obtain their high school diploma. 
Programs for out-of-school youth could concentrate on getting 
them to return to school, on training them for particular 
careers, or on teaching them how to prepare for, to apply for 
and to interview for specie c jobs. 

The AFDC Youth legislative proposal also would change the 
current Title II-B allocation formula in order to better tar':;et 
funds to the population eligible for the AFDC youth and summer 
employment programs. Currently, the fund distribution for the 
summer program is heavily weighted by the level of total unem- 
ployment in the area. This formula targets resources heavily 
to areas with high adult unemployment. Since urban Seirvice 
Delivery Areas usually contain both pockets of extreme poverty 



Program operators would have a large degree of flexibility 
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and very affluent areas with vigorous economies, overall 
employment conditions are not the best indicator of the 
intensity of ^eed for youth or AFDC families. Moreover, 
cyclical changes m unemployment rates may cause large funding 
swings under the current formula that are unrelated to the 
welfare situation in a local area. 

The proposed allocation formula would be based 50 percent 
on the number of families receiving AFDC and 50 percent on the 
number of economically disadvantaged youth. We believe this 
formula will better direct the funds to where they are most 
needed. 

The President's budget proposes that the revised progran, 
incorporating the AFDC Youth component, be funded at $800 
million for Fiscal Year 1988. This represents a $50 million 
increase in funding over amounts appropriated for the Summer 
Youth Employment and Training Program for FY 1987, 

The AFDC Youth proposal has been developed in close coor- 
dination with the GROW proposal. GROW emphasizes continued 
schooling for teens without a high school diploma, and partici- 
pation by other employable AFDC recipients in a range of educa- 
tional, training, dnd employment related activities,, including 
JTPA programs. The requirements m GROW will ensure that AFDC 
youth in greatest need enter JTPA and will also provide sup- 
portive services, such as child care and transportation, for 
recipients who enter the AFDC youth program through GROW. 
Since these recipients include teen parents, this will be an 
important ingredient to the success of the initiative. 
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Mr. Chairman, I know that the Congress is considering many 
proposals that are designed to xnprove or "reform'' the Nation's 
welfare systems, and several Senate and House Committees are 
holding hearing^; on the subject. We do not have all the solu- 
tions to the problcTn of welfare dependen*^.^ . But I do believe 
the problem needs addressing, in a variety of ways, now. I 
also believe that training and employment programs must be an 
integral part of any comprehensive attack on the problem. The 
AFDC ^outh initiative is an important step in dealing with 
welfare dependency through the JTPA systein. I urge that you 
actively consider our proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I 
appreciate this opportunity to testify before you today. At 
this time I would be pleased to answer any questions that you 
or your colleagues may have. 
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Senator Simon, If I may ask on the final point, in substance 
what changes do you recommend on Senator Kennedy's proposal. 

Mr. Semerad, In other words, the administration s proposal that 
was introduced I believe by Senator Quayle was a version of that 
They had some technical changes in language. What finally was in- 
troduced officially by the President had certain modifications, 
mainly technical modifications that had been negotiated at the 
eleventh hour with the White House and inadvertently the earlier 
version was introduced here, rather than the original one as de- 
scribed by the administration. 

Senator Simon. If I can just for emphasis go over a couple of 
statements in your opening statement, you say nearly one-fourth of 
women beginning their first spell of AFDC v;ill stay on the rolls for 
ten years. This group makes up almost 60 percent of the AFDC en- 
rollees at any point in time. Other studies have consistently found 
that children from single-parent families complete fewer years of 
school and get lower status jobs than other children. These chil- 
dren are more likely to become single parents themselves, thus per- 
petuating the cycle of welfare dependency. 

I was also pleased to note your reference to literacy. I might add 
that Secretary Brock mentioned the same thing when he testified. I 
hear the Labor Department talking about literacy training more 
than the Education Department, I regret to say, but I applaud you 
for your emphasis in that area. 

What about the amendment on literacy training and remedial 
education, do we have any concrete results from the action taken 
last year yet. 

Mr. Semerad. Yes, Senator, I think that we have two verv inter- 
esting, and I do not know whether they are published reports ac 
this time, but we did two things. We have a study going on in five 
cities that took this population and gave them some sort of remedi- 
ation as part of their summer youth employment program. 

If rny recollection is correct, we had a nine-month-plus on that 
one, and that is five months gain versus a four-month control 
group deterioration of those basic skills over that period of the 
summer. So that is interesting. We are going to continue that, be- 
cause I think we would all agree that if kids become more confi- 
dent in their abilities to compete in the classroom they will stay in, 
so we have dropout prevention possibilities there, so we are going 
to do more. 

The really interesting thing— and again, I do not believe it has 
been reported— we used the Job Corps instructional package in one 
of our Job Corps centers to take 30 young people in the summer 
youth program and put them through that program. They had two- 
year gains in reading and math— the same kind of kids. 

There is no question in my mind— again, the first i I had the 
control group, is a properly co^xotructed survey and research. The 
second one we wanted to see whether our instructional packages 
were good as administered by our Job Corps people, and it turned 
out to be very effective. 

I do not know quite yet how we maximized the benefits of that, 
but we are working on it. There is no question in my mind that 
these kids need not only the work experience and to have some 
change in their genes during the summertime, but they need this 
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basic remtdiation so they are better prepared lu cope vsith the edu- 
cational system. 

Senator Simon And it is safe to say that in the Ic .g term that 
small federal investment in those, what was it, 30 or however 
many v/ere in the Job Corps there that 

Mr. Semerad, The 30 kids that 

Senator Simon [continuing]. Thirty young people, that invest- 
ment is going to pay off for the federal goveinnrent, in dollars, 
many, many times over, will it not? 

Mr. Semerad. Yes, I believe so, and I think that, as we have all 
talked about before, the demographics suggest that we are going to 
need these young people. We are not talking social programs here. 
We are talking about economic need to try to capture whatever 
productive capacity that these young people can develop into our 
economy, because as we heard the Secretary say, if we create as 
many jobs in the next thirteen years as we did in the last thirteen 
years, we probably do not have, if today's trends persist, enough 
qualified— with emphasis on the word ''qualified"— people with the 
skills to handle those jobs. And how are we going to get these 
young people from disadvantaged backgrounds into the main- 
stream of our economy? 

I think there is a lot of evidence that suggests that if we can get 
them job-ready, that that is the only way we are going to have the 
permanent removal froin the welfare rolls, and obviously literacy is 
the first step. 

Senator Simon. I thank you. 

Senator Quayle? 

Senator Quayle. Thank ycu very much, Mr. Chairman. I did 
have an opening statement and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
part of the record. 

Senator Simon. Without objection. 

Senator Quayle. Mr. Secretary, we look forward to working with 
you to try to resolve any technical adjustments that might have to 
be made on whichever version we use 

Let me just ask a couple general questions. I think, clearly, ev- 
erybody supports providing services and particularly placing em- 
phasis on the AFDC recipients or the children of AFDC recipients, 
and it is what the JEDI proposal does, which I conceptually s .re- 
port very strongly. I think we need to work in the targeting and 
make sure it gets to those people. 

The one concern that I have is if vv^e are perhaps moving in a 
direction where the JTPA program might in fact be turned into a 
welfare program, and should we be somewhat on guard not to do 
that? Should w^e be prepared to have a balanced approach? I do not 
mind the adjustments from time to time, but have you given any 
thought about the JTPA moving -nto and being dealt with just as a 
vv^elfare program? If so, does that give you pause, or is that a direc- 
tion that you would like to accelerate even more? 

Mr. Semerad- Senator, it does not give me pause because I know 
that it is not the intention of the administration to provide any- 
thing other than a better investment in people through the Job 
Training Partnership Act, and whether that is youth or whether 
that is dislocated workers or whatever, I think we need to make 
sure that whatever monies that we hav^^ available at the federal 
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level can he leveraged by local communities as effectively as possi- 
ble to deal with the at-risk populations. 

It is true that welfare dependent members of society are clearly 
at risk under the definition of the purposes of the Job Training 
Partnership ' % and we want to break this dependency. Dependen- 
cy is indeed expensive and the investment 

Senator Quayle, But there are also a lot of other people that 
ne3d our services under JPTA as well, correct? 

Mr.. Semerad, There are a lot of people who need assistance, that 
is correct, but let us not lose sight of the fact that the vast majority 
of young people still complete their education and move into the 
economy. We also must remember that the vast majority of people, 
if they are laid off in middle age, also know how to negotiate the 
process of realigning their lives and getting back into the work 
force. 

So I think all of this is designed to help chose people at risk. Yes, 
there are a lot of people who need help, no question, a lot of people. 
We think we are addressing more in this package that the Presi- 
dent has proposed and the AFDC portion is the earlier intervention 
because to talk about training young people, without dealing with 
the problems, the basic skills of literacy and computation skills, 
really we are just bidding ourselves, and I think it is time we faced 
up to that fact. 

Senator Quayle. As we focus more on the AFDC recipients, who 
are usually mothers with young children, do we run the risk of de- 
creasing our attention to the young males that need help*^ I am not 
saying that this is not a proper focus, but, you know, when you 
have priorities and you push buttons in one direction, sometimes 
you leave problems in the other direction. 

Mr. Semerad. I think that is a valid concern, except for the fact 
that they are covered in II-A. I mean there is adequate provision 
in our judgment for that population to also get help and they do 
need help, there is no question about it. 

Clearly, just because of the nature of the problems and the num- 
bers suggests that females, especially young females with children 
of their own pose a particularly strong call for assistance, and if 
the demographics are correct and we know that 80 percent of the 
new entrants in the work force coming up pretty soon are going to 
be minorities, immigrants, or women, I think to not effectively do 
that, especially with the track record of what happens to these 
women's children, we think that the focus is appropriate and that 
we have not shortchanged anybody because of the availability of 
assistance under II-A for the minority males. 

Senator Quayle. One final question, Mr. Chairman. What can 
the Department of Labor or the States, or a combination, do to 
help out in the performance standards, to get services down to the 
structurally hard-core unemployed and to avoid the ''creaming" 
criticism? 

Mr. Semerad. Well, as you know, I have difficulty with this criti- 
cism which we hear everywhere on the ''creaming" aspect of our 
JTPA scheme. Clearly, we have had performance and placement 
emphasis, that is the idea to get people jobs, that a lot of other 
problems tend to be alleviate^ if we can get them working, provide 
whatever assistance to get people, at whatever level of assistance, 
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whether it goes from basic counsehng or testing to job search 
output to training. 

I do not yet see anything that suggests that we should move 
away from performance based on placement. If you had, as we had 
in the past, lots of money to put into this, I am not sure that the 
results warrant, even with greater resources in the training aspect 
of it, and the ''creaming" is that those people are more job ready 
and are counted more positively and emphasis is put on them, 
rather than extended training for people who are less able to be 
placed. 

Senator Quayle. Should placement be the sole criteria for per- 
formance? 

Mr. Semerad. Well, I do not know what the— I mean why would 
we do all the training if people did not get into the economy? 

Senator Quayle. You want to do that, but the problem that you 
have, it is a balancing one. If in fact placement was the only crite- 
ria, say you had two people from a disadvantaged family that 
qualifies for services, and then let us say you have one person that 
is going to take some real long-term training and has some real 
structural problems. You might be able to get these people into the 
work force; the two in four months and the other one it is going to 
take one year. Well, if it is just on placement, obviously you are 
going to go for serving just those two people because you have a 
higher placement number. You are probably going to be somewhat 
less interested in the other one person if placement is the only cri- 
teria. This one person that really has a difficult time is going to be 
left out and that is where I think part of the criticism comes from. 

I believe in performance standards. I believe that placement in 
jobs is very, very important. I guess I am just trying to encourage 
and see if there is something that the Department of Labor can do 
beyond S9me legislation that might be able to work with some reg- 
ulations in balance to make sure that we get at this very problem. 

Senator Simon. If my colleague would yield, you suggested some- 
thing in your opening statement that maybe makes a little bit of 
sense. I am not quoting you directly, but some kind of a point 
system might make sense, where if someone who is out of work for 
three years gets placed, you get a few more points than you do for 
someone who has been out of work for seven months. 

Now, it is easier to produce for the person who has been out of 
work seven months, but in terms of society that extra bit of help 
can be of even greater assistance for the person who has been out 
of work for four years. 

Mr. Semerad. I think we have two issues here. I think that we 
have switched oyer to somebody who is out of work,^ which implies 
that they are laid off, that they are part of the dislocated popula- 
tion, and under our proposal, again, the person that needs the long- 
term training, and that is where the $500 million in that training 
account comes in, they will be eligible for 104 weeks of training, 
and if they make that decision, which more and more people have 
to do earlier, within the ten weeks of their unemployment, they 
sign up in that spell and they are eligible for assistance through 
the whole period of training, so that they not only can be re- 
trained and maybe to a much better skill level, that is not place- 
ment driven. 
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That says to the individual, though, you have got to get on with 
it, get into training while you are still receiving benefits. We are 
very concerned because we all receive more than a lot of attention 
on the ''creaming" issue, we keep looking at it and trying to find 
ways that we could— and when we did the hearings on amend- 
ments to JTPA, nobody came up in my judgment with a scheme 
that solves the problem. 

I think we are very open-minded about how we could add new 
points in some way, and we are talking about the out-of-work. We 
think we have taken care of the laid off worker quite handsomely 
under the President's proposal. I am more c':Lcerned with those 
with less experience in the work force that have n ^t gotten in who 
need kinds of help, and they may need more training and may get 
less attention at the local level because of performance is based on 
placement. 

Senator Quayle. But the point is that the Chairman and both of 
us are interested in how do you weigh performance standards, and 
that is the thrust of what we are after, whether it be in the dislo- 
cated worker. Title III, or whether it be the economic disadvan- 
taged under Title II. It is the question of how we go about saying 
yes, these performance standards, and we are getting good perform- 
ance out of these programs, and that is why I think it is sort of a 
weighting matter. I mean you really ought to get more credit— I do 
not know how you define credit or bonus points or whatever it is — 
if in fact you train somebody that has no skills at all, same for di:>- 
located workers. For someone who is out of work longer, it is more 
difficult to get a job, rather than one just recently unemployed, and 
that is what we are looking at, how do we go about this. This pro- 
gram is really working and I do not want to minimize the impor- 
tance of job placement. That is the goal and that is what we are all 
interested in. If we do not give some sort of proportional balance to 
the states and encourage them to go after the tougher ones, then I 
think just by natural evolution they are going to go after the easy 
ones, not saying that they do not need help too. 

I just think that we ought to reward somehow those PICs and 
those States that really want to concentrate on some of the tougher 
problems, and we say you are doing a good job as well, maybe you 
do not have the numbers of people that have been placed in jobs, 
but the ones you are placing in jobs are truly in need of jobs, and it 
is a very difficult process. 

I do not want to get bogged down in a lot of, you know, bureauc- 
racy and review and all of that, but I just think that there are 
some incentives and some attention and emphasis that we ought to 
place on that. I think that is what the two of us are talking about. 

Mr. Semerad. Right. 

Senator Quayle. Thank you very much. Mr Secretary, I am 
always glad to see you. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, 
Senator Simon. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. Semerad. It is always a pleasure. 

Senator Simon. Our next witness is Raymond G. Scheppach, the 
Executive Director for the National Governors' Association. 
We are pleased to have you with us, Mr. Scheppach, 
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STATEiMENT OF RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH. EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION 
Mr. SCHEPPACH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I will submit the entire statement for the record and I will try to 
summarize it quickly in four or five minutes. 
Senator Simon. It will be entered in the record 
Mr. ScHEPPACH. What I would like to do really is to break my 
remarks into three areas and summarize quickly what the gover- 
nors are doing in this general area of welfare reform and so on; 
second, to make a few comments about the basic JEDI bill and 
then turn to Senator Quayle's amendments. 

First, by way of summary, the governors are doing an awful lot 
of work m this general area. We currently have five task forces, 
four that are really working on State action plans for high-risk 
populations. Those high-risk populations are illiteracy, teen-age 
pregnancy, dropouts, and drug abuse areas, and they are attempt- 
ing to move forward to develop plans, sort of irregardless of what 
the Federal Government does in this particular area. 

Second, they are also developing or have recently adopted a wel- 
fare reform policy to help give guidance to the Congress in terms of 
where we believe that you should move in terms of welfare reform. 

And third, we are working on the whole jobs growth and com- 
petitiveness area to see what States can do to make the Nation 
more competitive so that essentially the jobs will be available 
partly for welfare recipients once we get them off. 

In terms of our basic welfare reform policy, there are four or five 
principles that we are incorporating in that. First, the governors 
want to have flexible State designed work programs that include a 
whole menu of services, from education, day care, the possibility of 
extended medical care, transportation, as well as job placement. 

Second, they really want to require all recipients of cash assist- 
ance programs with children over three years of age to be required 
to go through these programs. 

Third, they are talking about a contractual agreement, a con- 
tract between the government and the recipient. The government 
has an obligation to provide these menu of services and the recipi- 
ent really has an obligation back to government to become self-suf- 
ficient over some period of time. 

And finally, they recommend a case management system, where 
you essentially have a caseworker who is responsible for a number 
of these welfare recipients that can actually arrange a menu of 
services that will be included in the contract for the recipients. 

In terms of the actual JEDI program, I think the governors are 
generally supportive of the thrust of the program. There are sever- 
al reservations, however. First, we believe that the tracking mecha- 
nism, the requirement that we essentially track all welfare recipi- 
ents who eventually become employed for a tnree-year period we 
think would be rather burdensome and costly. I would suggest that 
one might be able to do some sampling on that, a one percent 
sample and so on, and pay bonuses according to that sample, as op 
posed to doing something across the board. 

Also there is concern that, although the thrust of the program is 
essentially to keep it fiscally neutral, to also reward those States 
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that have cost effective programs. I believe that if this program 
were enacted, in other words to sit in this chair four years in the 
future and look at where the bonuses would go, I would suspect the 
bonuses would go to those States that have the lowest unemploy- 
ment rates as opposed to those States that have the most effective 
programs. And I think we need tc be concerned about that, even 
though the prograui v/ould probably be fib^ally neutral relative to 
the Federal Government and to all States it would probably not be 
across States. The States that have growing economies would get 
the bulk of the bonuses. 

My third comment on JEDI would be that as a system that com- 
plements another welfare reform program, we think it makes a lot 
of sense. If, however, it became a substitute for welfare reform, we 
Vvould of course have some problems with it 

Concerning the specific amendments made by Senator Qu^yle, on 
the first, in terms of reducing the future allocation based on the 
unspent obligations, we are currently doing an in-depth survey of 
what those unspent obligations are. Our preliminary information 
indicates now that in terms of 1985, about 98 percent of the money 
that was obligated is in fact being spent. States are currently real- 
locating monies within the SDAs and our sense is that this is prob- 
ably not necessary, that this money will be spent shortly. 

Secondly, he has an amendment to incorporate a base period into 
the estimate for the performance standards. I would have to agree 
that technically this would not give us credit for things that 
happen anyway and that from a theoretical standpoint the amend- 
ment makes some sense. 

However, I think it only accentuates the other problem, which is 
that it would generally hurt those States that have deteriorating 
economies, and it would probably hurt the participation rate in 
general. 

His third amendment on performance standards, we would prob- 
ably support. We can use any help that the Secretary of Labor can 
give us in that particular area. 

Fourth, on the administration s AFDC youth program, we would 
generally be supportive. Governors ha^^e been pushing for preven- 
tive strategies. This gives us a lot of rooi.i for prevention. I would 
probably agree a little bit with Senator Quayle on the allocation 
formula. I have a little bit of concern that doing 50 percent of the 
allocation based on the AFDC population may move the thrust of 
the program a little bit too far in that area. 

However, I think wiiether that happens or not depends on what 
the other welfare reiorm bill may be. 

With that, I will close my comments, Mr. Chairman, and I would 
be happy to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Scheppach follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, distinguished oenbers of the Cooairree, I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before you today representing the National (Kjvemors' 
Association. I am the executive director ci the NGA, and I am here to share 
the perspective of the nation's Governors on t^ie iraportaut topic of emplovi ^ 
this country's welfare recipients. 

At the NGA winter neeting that concluded last week, the Governors adopted 
a cocapreliensivc new policy addressing needed reforas iii this country's welfare 
systea. The Governors ain in proposing the welfare reform plan is to turn 
what IS now primarily an incooe maintenance system with a rainor work cociponent 
into a one that is first and forenost a jobs systeci backed up by an incooe 
assistance prograo 

The key cccponents of the policy inclixie 

o A flexible, state-designed work program that accorwiodates reRiedial 
education, training, job placecient, and experience; 

0 A requirement that all recipients of cos^ assistance with children 
age 3 or norc participate in a work program; 

o A binding contractual agrceoent between the recipient and the 
govemoent which lays out mutual obligations--the client to strive 
for self-sufficiency and the govemiaent 'o provide adequate support 
services for a designated period of time as the client noves towards 
econooic independence, 

0 An enhanced case oanagenent systera at the central point of intake and 
assessment of a client's needs, resources ai*d the steps necessary to 
move the client towards selt-suf f iciency; and 

o Movement toward a cash assistance program that would ultimately be a 
state-specific family living standard developed according to a 
nationally prescribed methodology and paid, as a minimaTj, at a 
nationally prescribed percentage of that state's family living 
standard 
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Tile Govornor!>' propoidl fotuseb :in poor chi IJron jnd rfiou families cind 
roflectb ttio belief fhetr ''as i** the groi'p r.O!>r ,i nocJ ot i neu .ipproach ro 
a'iMStanco TogerU'r these i.onpo;x'nt!> rep^ese r i nuch inprovod approach ro 
u^elfare, one that combines rf)e ntuquo abilitieb ot rhe states to provivif 
programs tL^t uork in the individual btate and th*^ iederal goverji-Tient ' s 
respci'^ 'if> to set national standards Thev reflect the mportance of 
elimina tfie La'ises of welfare and providing each citi:on uith an 

opportunity to participate full) in the cofsniinit) and develop to his or her 
full potential. The> recognire The differences m the AFtx: population h> 
focusing on indivuiualired plans for achieving self-sut f iciencv through ». ise 
nanagenent They plaice a high value on u-ork among clients ard on govertraent ' s 
responsibility to r^nove the disincentives to uork uhich i.iirrenrly mar the 
uelfare svstcHj 

^t> cocinents v*ill address Jobs for Dependent Dnplovable Individuals (JlDlJ 
proposals frcn the perspective of the Governors' neu v*elfare reforn proposal 
Till s cotnniitree, and specifically Senator Kennedy, deserve special recogrntion 
for the innovative appro ich embodied in JEDI The use of bonuses or 
incentives for placement ib a realistic approach for encouraging servue tor 
lon^-tem u-elfare clients There are some concerns, houever, I uouid like to 
sliare with >ou 

o Fust, adciinisT rat 1 ve costs ol the individualized tracking uould be 
ver> tngh, pernaps higher thar the bonuses ''hat uould accrue to the 
St at es Governors want t o be account able arKl are wi 11 1 ng to be 
judged on prograjn performance, but this can be accomplished by 
saripling performance as opposed to measuring the success of each 
participant. At the very min*JUJD, the follov*-up requirerients nust be 
craftevl so thar current i-ecords could be utilized to ninimi:e 
potential costs. 

0 Second, tlie Governors are Loncerned tfut the states that will receive 
bonuses will be those v*ith the lowest unemplovixnt rates rattier than 
states witn the most effective programs. V^hi le ue all agree fliat 
placement of welfare clients in jobs is a worthwhile goal, the reward 
should be for programs thai assist the client in ov^i coming 
self sufficiencv barriers, not for btjtes that have rowing econonies 
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0 Tturd, uhile tho incentue approjcti for ^mkuufj^iq^ ueh'are i^litMU 
placencfU vOuUl certdinlv bt' in».ltKieJ m a uoltire retonri pa^ka^e, 
^tandin^ alor/' rhc approach ib not cooiprplien^uc mou^h Training; 
arvi placement are ^rincal. hut ue belu>sf- thdt each client bf.Du si 
\\a\e indi udua 1 1 :o.l plan. tjilouM h\ a ^a-e worker, rrvit ntiuvles 
additional services ^uch as education, Jav care and extension of 
nedical care co\era^e tven after a participant fus found a joh, 
Mipport ser\icei> should be provided for a transifion period. 

Hie Governors recognize and appreciate the effort^, of Senator 
Kennedy, Senator Moynihan, and other^> on the broader topic ot welf ire 
reform We reaiue that Jll)i i v, not intended ro ne a substitute for 
v.elfare refom. but '^e are concerred that some nav interpret ir at, 
such 

Pending before this subco(rimir*ee are Senator Quavle'3 amendnenrs ro the 
proposed JEDI legislation While Senaror CXiayie's Training tor Lconcricallv 
Depznder.: Individuals (TLDI) djnend>Tienr s make sone itnprovenenrs to the original 
bill proposed bv Senaror Keimedv, we have a few specific concerns 

Senator (^ayle proposes ro amend currenr Jn)I language on use of 
unexpended JTPA balances to reduce srare allocations b> uharever amount 
exceeding 20 percent is uixspent m the previous year While this proposal is 
nore direct t the original language, ue believ'e it unnecessary. 

Preliminary statistics gathered by NGA on prograu year 19«5 expenditures 
suggest that the overall expenditure rates for Title II -A funds is ys percent 
of nev«/ allocations While some states continue to experience carryover 
balances, the system is maturing and developing the capability to use all 
allocated funds. If current trends m expenditure rates continue in prograi;; 
vear 1986, the total carryover, including initial program start up funds, will 
bo less than 24 percent In short, JTPA funds are being spent 

Senator Qua>le also proposes to amend the JTPA statute to muie ^learlv 
reflect the prion t> tor serving "increased niLTberb ot hanl-ro-serve 
individuals, particular^ long-terr. welfare recipients" fuirent iTt'X 
perforrRuii^^ standards y^\,e not ^^een tuUv utihzr.l rn i^n^ourj^^f- '^eIv^v.e tor 
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the hardest to serve. We have no problem with rhis particular amendrnenr and 
look, forward to working with the secretary of labor to develop perfomance 
goals that will core effectively target resources oa the hardest to serve. 

Senator Quayle also proposes to limit bonus payraents to placenents that 
exceed the number of placeroents made by each state in fiscal 1986 or socse 
other base year agre-jd upon by the secretary of labor and the Governor. There 
would be no significant disagreeoent with this ataendDent, if we can eliminate 
the influence of economic conditions and thereby isolate program 
effectiveness. However, since we are unable to do this, the aaiendnent wx)uld 
penalize states with effective progracis in economically depressed regions. 

Finally, Senator Quayle includes the administration's AFDC youth program 
as part of the package. The proposal provides early intervention so that 
welfare dependeitCy does not becofse the only known alternative for economic 
assistance. This is the only part of the bill that focuses on prevention of 
long-tera dependency and for that reason it deserves support. 

The AFDC youth program begins to address another important component in 
the Governors' welfare reform policy by requiring individiialized plans for 
each participant. We cannot expect that inifona treatment of caseloads will 
meet individualized circLuistances with satisfactory results. The Governors 
believe that services tailored to individual needs are significantly better. 
We must realize, however, that if service delivery areas opt to run the more 
coraprehersive AFDC youth progran, the nunber of clients served may be reduced 
unless significant new money is made available. 

The one note of caution is the lopact of the change 'n the formula for 
disfibuting Title II-B funds. Ke need additional infonnation concerning the 
redistribiitive effect of this formula. 

We all need to assure ourselves tliat any progra-a we design does not, 
unwittingly, focus too much on young worcn to the exclusion of young men. 
Many young men are not in AFDC households but are living independently We 
believe, they too, can benefit froei this program. 

Mr Chaiman, I congratulate you on your efforts to provide deserving 
Americans the opportunity to becorae self-suf f ic leru . The nation's Governors 
join you in your efforts and tliank you for fhe opportunity to participate in 
this public dialogue 
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Senator Simon. Thank you. 

If I may refer to your comments about Senator Kennedy's pro- 
gram, the one comment you make that concerns me because I am a 
cosponsor of the legislation— you say that the reward should be for 
programs that assist the client in overcoming self-sufficiency bar- 
riers, not for States that have growing economies, 

I think there is a possibility that that is true. There is a possibili- 
ty that Massachusetts might make out a little better than Illinois 
under such a program. Do you have any suggestion as ^ ) how the 
formula might be modified to recognize that reality? I think the 
program is basically sound, but I do see a possible problem there. 

Mr. ScHEPPACH, I do not know, one option might be to estimate 
the total bonus based on what is going to happen nationally, so 
that you could then make sure that you are fiscally neutral, but 
then allocate back based on the number of participants in the pro- 
grams. 

Senator Simon, If you have any further thinking on that, I would 
be interested in that, 
Mr, ScHEPPACH, Okay. 

Senator Simon, My guess is that some of the governors of States 
like West Virginia would be very interested in that, too. 

In the first part of your statement you talk about a series of 
things, most of which strike me as being things that do not require 
legislative change. Is that correct? In other words, where you talk 
about an enhanced case management system at the central point of 
intake in assessment of a client s needs, and so forth,> these are not 
things that require legislative change on our part, do they? 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. Probably not. I am talking about, you know, if 
there was another pot of money of the general welfare reform type 
of thing, I see these as complementary programs of welfare reform 
that when used would be essentially more for the training and 
placement component as opposed to some of the education, admin- 
istering the medical care, and the other parts of the amendment. 

Senator Simon. Senator Quayle? 

Senator Quayle. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I, too, am interested in any ideas that you might have of how we 
can get the economic conditions under this formula, because I was 
looking at your testimony, and you said yes, we need a base year, 
but you would only go with a base year if we could eliminate the 
influence of economic conditions and thereby isolate program effec- 
tiveness. If you have any ideas of how we could do that, I would be 
more than open to it. 

We do have to have a base year and we have got to know wLot 
we are starting from If we can plug in some economic conditions, 
fine, so any iurther thoughts, I would join with the Chairman 
in 

Senator Simon I am just thinking out loud, but if, for example, 
you had a 10 percent add-on to the bonus for any State where the 
unemployment rate is above the national average, you could pro- 
vide some additional assistance to the States that have the greatest 
need 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. You could. I mean theoretically what you want 
to do is project what the economy is going to be . nd then lay your 
program on and do the deltas against it, which is very difficult. I 
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am looking for something that is easier and come^ up with what 
you basically w^ant, which is to make the program neutral with re- 
spect to the federal government and then some other wa> that you 
can simply allocate that bonus across States 

Senator Quayle, What we wanted to do is to establish a base 
year and then have improvement u^on that base year. 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. That is right. 

Senator Quayle. If you do not have the base year, they can 
always say we have improved, but improved from what? 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. If we could do that nationally, that is what I am 
arguing. In other words, you could have a base year that washes 
out a lot of the differentials across States and then 

Senator Quayle. A base year by State. 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. Pardon me? 

Senator Quayle. A base year by State. 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. Why do you have to have it by State? 

Senator Quayle. On the individual States, on the bonuses, to see 
how their performance is going. 

Mr. Scheppach. Well, what I am arguing is that you are assum- 
ing that you are going to give bonuses to those States that have the 
most cost effective programs I w^ould argue that the economico un- 
fortunately is going to swamp the variable of effectiveness. 

Senator Quayle. I have no problem of including economics. I'm 
just not exactly sure how we go about it. 

Mr. Scheppach. Okay. Let us look at it and we will try to come 
back 

Senator Quayle. I have no problem with that and I think if you 
could figure out a way to help us include it on a very straight-for- 
ward way, fine, we would be glad to entertain that as a friendly 
amendment to the amendment. 

The 20 percerxt limit on the carryover funds, you say in your tes- 
timony that the total carryover, including initial program start up 
funds, will be less than 24 percent 

Mr. Scheppach. We are currently surveying r:nd we have a lot of 
information in and what I would like to do is perhaps let us com- 
plete that 

Senator Quayle. Okay. 

Mr. Scheppach [continuing]. And maybe get that information to 
you in the next several weeks. 

Senator Quayle. You know, these carryover funds in the current 
bill, you know we take them and have a whole new redistribution 
by formula, which I think is not a very good idea at all. I do think 
we have got to do something to make them pay some attention to 
the carryover funds. My question is is 20 peictut too high, too low, 
in between? I think after you get your survey back that you might 
be able to help us out with that. I do not think there is any prob- 
lem with having some carryover funds, but I think if you get above 
a certain amount, that something is going to be done with those 
carryover funds. Any time you see that there, there is the tendency 
to do something with it, so we have got to pay attention to it and 
figure out, in lieu of what has been suggested about just reallocat- 
ing that on a formula basis. I do not think that would be very pru- 
dent at all. 
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So 1 look forward to when you get your findings back from the 
States, particularly to see whether you think our 20 percent limit 
IS too high, too low, or about right. 

Mr. ScHEPPACH. I would be glad to do that. Senator, 

Senator Quayle. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman. 

Senator Simon. Thank you, Mr. Scheppach, for your testimony 

Mr. Scheppach. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Simon. Our final witness today is Dr. Donald A. New- 
berg, the Administrator of Special Support and Employment Pro- 
grams for the Chicago Board of Education. 

We are pleased to have you with us here, Dr. Newberg. 

STATEiMENT OF DONALD A, NEWBERG, ADMINISTRATOR OF SPE- 
CIAL SUPPORT AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS, CHICAGO 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 

Dr. Newberg. Thank you. Senator Simon. 

Senator Simon. We will enter your full statement in the record. 
Dr. Newberg. Thank you very much. 

Today ,^ Mr. Chairman, I would like to devote my testimony to the 
aspects of the Job Training Partnership Act and the proposed 
amendments with which I am most familiar, and that is the area of 
youth and summer programs. 

I am particularly pleased that the committee has provided the 
city school systems with an opportunity to engage in a dialogue re- 
garding the very significant revisions to JTPA proposed by Senator 
Kennedy and Senator Quayle. 

As an organization, the Council of the Great City Schools and 
Chicago as a founding member have been among the primary advo- 
cates of targeting federal resources on those individuals who are 
most in need of services. S. 514 and the proposed amendments 
being discussed today do a good job of targeting limited federal re- 
sources on a specific and defined group in need of services. These 
legislative proposals, therefore, have the support of the council, 
particularly the amendments focused on youth programs— our pri- 
mary area of interest. 

I would like to specifically commend the clear relationsnip estab- 
lished in the youth program amendments between the targeted 
population of poor and AFDC youth and the funding distribution 
formula. 

We recognize, however, that a revision of the summer youth pro- 
gram funding formula to mirror a more-focused target population 
will result in some funding shifts and program dislocations. Having 
felt the weight of similar program dislocations in the past, we rec- 
ommend that the comminee consider softening or phasing in the 
impact of any negative fiscal changes among States and SDAs. 

With regard to the year-round program for AFDC youth, we have 
a somewhat mixed perspective. To accomplish the laudable goals 
incorporated into the bill in the areas of education, training and 
work experience, hard to serve youth who are often AFDC youth, 
will clearly require more extensive services than a two-month 
summer program can provide. The year-round program notably 
otters the opportunity for greater success with the hard to serve 
population. 
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On the other hand, a fiscally neutral program such as this, while 
offering the promise of more extensive services and greater success, 
ultimately will result in a c^jc^^ease in the overall number of 
summer jobs available under summer youth employment programs. 
Our cities cannot afford any dilution in the current service level of 
summer jobs, especially as we are anticipating in Chicago a one- 
third reduction in the summer youth program. 

Regarding the new performance standards proposed to be added 
for youth programs, the council is again supportive These new cri- 
teria are quite appropriate to the focus of the proposed piogram. 
We would recommend additionally some recognition of the substan- 
tial differences in the performance expectations and capabilities of 
the so-called "hard-core" poor youth, in comparison to other low- 
income youth. With no adjustment for ''hard to serve" youth 
within the current, universal performance standards, there is an 
inherent in'^entive for "creaming" the most capable of the eligible 
population, in order to exceed performan:e standards. 

Further focusing on the details of the proposed amendments, we 
have some concern regarding the comprehensive services plan re- 
quired for each participating youth. Having over a decade of expe- 
rience with written individualized education plans, our schools rec- 
ognize their general utility as a management tool for serving indi- 
viduals. 

However, depending upon the specificity of the regulations and 
guidelines added on by Federal and State agencies in the imple- 
mentation process, the comprehensive services plans could become 
excessively time consuming and extremely costly. Having just sent 
29 cases of paper to our SDA following completion of last summer's 
youth program, I am quite sensitive to the prospect of even .ore 
paperwork. 

I would like to applaud both the bill and the amendments for 
continuing to place a significant emphasis on providing eligible 
participants with programs for basic and remedial education. In 
order for communities we serve to be competitive and viable, the 
educational institutions must help citizens become more competent 
in basic educational skills and must provide effective training in 
job related skills to meet rapidly changing labor market demands. 
Many )f the communities* present and future economies have es- 
sentially lost the need for unskilled workers. The speed with which 
new technologies are altering the content of jobs makes it impera- 
tive for workers to adapt rapidly and frequently to new work and 
new ways of doing it. 

Therefore, a strong grounding in basic academic skills is essen- 
tial for survival in the present and future ecoi jmy. In recognition 
of the fact that two out of the three purposes of the program in the 
proposed amendments are educational in nature, the declining 
level of school district participation in JTPA hopefully could be 
remedied. Since schools already serve a majority of the eligible 
JTPA youth program participants and have outstanding perform- 
ance track records in relation to program objectives, greater LEA 
participation would be a very positive step. 

For example, in Chicago there are approximately 69,000 high 
school age students who are from families recei" .g AFDC. Of 
these students, 46,000 or two-thirds are attending our public 
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schools, and an additional 29,000 high school students are from 
families considered to be economically disadvantaged Therefore, a 
total of 75,000 high school students are eligible to participate in the 
JTPA prograni. This data underscores the fact that local education- 
al agencies have unique opportunity to reach JTPA youth before 
they leave school and become hard to serve individuals tied to a 
cycle of AFDC and related support. 

Last year's evaluations of the Chicago public schools program 
document a placement rate of over 80 percent, and in many pro- 
grams like chefs' training, auto body and fender, and amusement 
machme repair, v/e have placement rates reaching 100 percent. 

In spite of these facts, the Chicago public schools received a year- 
round contract to serve only 414 JTPA-eligible youth or one-half of 
one percent of the population. We are only serving one-third the 
number of young people that v/e have served in the past, despite 
our outstanding track record. Similar declining NTPA participa- 
tion is being experienced by most of the big city school systems. 

A see the red light, Senator 

[The prepared statement cf Or. Newberg follows:] 
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TESTIum' OF ER DONALD A NEWBBPG 
ON HIE JOBS FOR ENFUOYABLE DEPE^JDJUT INDIVIDUALS BILL 
on BohaU of 
The Council of tbo Great City Schools 



Wr. Chainaan and raenbers of the* Oocnittee, ray nanc is Donald No«,t>erg, 
Adsjlnibtrator of Special Support and Iinployr*?nt ProgriVr^ for the Chica«o 
Board ot Education. I am pleased to be testifying today on behalf of TIio 
Council of the Great City Scho:ls. 

Currently in its 3lst year, The Council of the Great City Schools is a 
national organization conprisec of forty of the nation's largest inner-cit> 
public school systems Our leadership is conprisec ot the Superintendents 
and one Board of Education nenbiT froo each city, m.KusCj the Council tno 
only as9cx:iation SD constitut<xl aid the only one whos€ Licnberbhip and purpose 
is solely urban education. 

The Council's nerabership serves cbout 4 5 ml lion inner-city youngsters, or 
approxiraately n.3 percent of the nation's jnifclic school enrollment. Our 
schools educate about 32 3 of the nation's BlaJ^ children, 26 8 percent of 
the Hispanic children, and 20.1 percent of the nation's Asian children, 
AlTOSt one-third of our enrollments are of children residing in families 
receiving public assistance, and aixwt 80 percent of our children are 
eligible for a free or ref^'^ price lunch each day. 

Today, Mr. Chainaan, I *ould like to devote n>' t'^stiinony to the aspects of 
the Job Training Partnt ship Act and the proposed araendnents with which I an 
nost faniliar -- the area of youth and *?uix)rt prc^gruKb. I am jiarticularlj 
pleased that the Oocnittee has provider, ne city school systens with an 
opportunity to engage in a dialogue regarding the ver>' significant revisions 
to JTP^ proposed by Senator Kennedy and Senator Quayle, 

As an organization. The CouncP of the Great City Schools, and Chicago, as a 
founding neober, have been ".x^-tg the prlmry advocates of targeting federal 
resources on those indiv.aualp who are most in need of services, S. 514 and 
the proposed anendsjer^d being discussed today do a good job of targe tir.g 
liiaited federal resources on a specific and defined group in need of 
i^r-vices These legislative proposals, therefore, have the support of the 
Council, particularly the aaendnents fo ..sed on youth progracs -- our 
pruaary area of interest. 

I woi'ld like to specifically corricnd the clear relationship established in 
the youth progran anendnents between the targeted population of poor and 
AFDC youth and the funding distribution fonmla. The mnbcr of individuals 
in the specific target population eligible to receive the services unicr the 
bill provide the precise basis by which the funds are distributed to the 
States and passed through to the local service deliver) arc<i. 

'**c recognize, however, thitt a revision of the sumer youth program funding 
formula to nirror a raore-focused target population will result in scne 
funding shifts and progran dislocations Fiaving felt the weight of similar 
funding dislocation in the past, we reconvnd th^i' the Cotmittcc consider 
softening or phasing-in the ir^zi of any negative fisc<il changes among 

^e would also like to ix)int out to the Comittee, that the \FDC youth fociis 
of the rrc>f*osod .unondraents will not necessarily serve those vouth wh ^ are 

" " or the "Tiost in nec<i" of suv^^- 

city school systen as an cxajnple, the Chicago I>ublic ScnooXs eiiroll about 
250,000 econonic<illy disadvantaged children of whic\ 75,000 are lO'^t-incoDe 
high school children 46,000 of Chicago's low-incaio nigh <;chool children 
are AFDC youth Tlie focus of the anondment on these AIIC youth will likely 
limit the s-orvices available to the re^Ttiining 21^,000 lovs-incont', but 
non-Arx youth Scoe of the^e 29,000 poor, non-AIlx: chiloren will in 
gi cater need of jiv\ services th<r, ^ of their Ai-TX: c-'KUiterjvu ts, and S'x:)e 
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will be leglticately classified as "hard to serve," Just as will eocie, but 
not all, of the AFDC youth. The receipt of AfTC poynents is clearly not a 
detenainant of those yoiith who are either "nost in neod" or "hard to serve," 
although soroc correlation obviously exists. 

With regard to the year-round prograia for AFX youth, we have a eooew-hat 
nixed perspective. To acocqplish the laudable goals incorporated into the 
bill in the areas of education, training and work experience, hard to serve 
youth, who are often APTC youth, will clearly require irore extensive 
services than a two Donth sussc;- prc^A»«. provide. The year-round 
progran notoably offers the opportunity for greater success with the hard to 
serve population. On the other hard, a fiscally neutral program such as 
this, while offering the proalse of aore extensive services and greater 
success, ultimately will result in a decrease in the overall number of 
s\rTaer jobs available under the Sunnier Youth Drgjloyoent Program. (Xir cities 
cannot afford rjiy dilution in the current service level of suomer Jobs, 
especially as wie are anticipating in Chicago a one-third reduction in the 
Suaaer Youth Prograra in the upccolng sisaaer nonths, absent any suppleoental 
federal intervention. 

Recording the new perforaance standards proposed to be added for youth 
prograns, The Council is again supportive. These new criteria are quite 
appropropriate to the focus of the proposed progran w^uld recooaend, 
additionally, sooe recognition of the substantial differences in the 
performance expectations aixl capabilities of the so-called "hard-core" poor 
youth, in cco^iariBon to other low-inccoe youth With no adjustnent for 
"hard to serve" youth within the current, universal perfonaance standards, 
there is an inherent incentive for crearaing'Hhe nost capable of the eligible 
population, in oixler to exceed perforaance standards. 

PUrther focusing on the details of the proposed aiaendnents, we have sooe 
concern regarding the Cocprchcnsive Services Plan required for each 
participating youth. Having over a decade of experience with written 
individualized education plans, our schools recognize their general utility 
as a Eaanagemcnt tool for serving individuals. Ho^iever, depending upon the 
specificity of the regulations and guidelines added on by federal and state 
agencies in the inpletaentation process, the Ocmprehensive Services Plan 
could beocrae excessively tliao oonsualng and extreoely costly. Having sent 
29 boxes of pQper*ork to our SDA following coqpletion of last sunner's youth 
program, I am quite sensitive to the prospect of even oore paperwork. 

As a rooocDendation, I suggest that the Oocnittee expressly discourage 
overregulation of this provision by fedei'al and state agencies, and 
encourage the utilization of already available data and mforiBation on 
individuals in existing formt, ^enever possible. For exaaple, the incooe 
vcrf ication Informtion already collected for the School Lunch or the 
Chapter 1 Progran nay negate the need to collect additional informtion of 
that sort for nost oj the youth served in the Chicago SlPA Prograns. 
Slxallarly, the new Technical Ancndnents' requirement for a reading and 
nnthcnatics assessnient cuy already be available for nany of Chicago's youth 
within the records of t^p Boarrf of Education in our a*7i format. Use of that 
A.\f,^rrK'vi,^ . ^A. - .wl_ „ , . - ht^uIk-.v- .)uDlat^vion of data 

collection efforts, time, and expenditures A potential problem, however, 
which the OcraaJttee could resolve is the limitations faced in distributing 
information on individuals under the Privacy Act, «^ich I conend to your 
consideration. 
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I would like to applaud both the bill and airenjments foi continuing to 
placo a significant errphasos on providing eligible participants with 
programs of basic and remedical education. In order for the 
comunities wo servo to be corrpetitivo and viable, the educational 
institutions must help its citizens bocorao corpetent in basic acada-nic 
skills, and nwst provide effective training in ]ob relati?d skills to 
meet rapidly changing labor market demands. Many of the ccrarunities* 
present and future economies have, essentially, lost the need for 
inskilled workers, itie speed with which new technologies are altering 
the content of ]obs makes it irrperative for workers to adopt rapidly 
and frequently to new work and new ways of doing it. Itierefore, a 
strong grounding in basic academic skills is essential for survival in 
the present and future economy. t\)o primary responsibility for 
teaching basic skills lies with and rust continue to ccme frcm the 
local educational agencies. Dr»vel oping a clear and rtK>asurable plan 
fc ]ot related training that meets the needs of a radically changing 
labor market will continue to require a network of partnerships that 
cut across institutional lines. The legislation rtust foster and 
encourage local educational agencies to become active members of the 
partnership. Itie attached table documents the unfortunate fact that 
drastic cuts have been made to the ]ob training programs which school 
districts have joen allowed to operate in the JTPA system, forcing us 
to often to b,ccno more observers rather than active members of the 
partnership. 

Ill ."-"^ni Aon of the fact that two out of the three purpooes of the 
program in the proposed amendments are educational in nature, the 
declining level of school district participation in JTPPl hopefully 
could be remedied. Since schools already serve a majority of the 
eligible JTPA youth program participants and have outstanding 
performance track records in relatin to program objectives, greater 
LEA participation would be a very po-^itivo step. For example, in 
Chicago there are approximately 69.000 high school ago students who 
are from families receiving AFDC. Of these students over 46,000 or 
2/3 are attending public high schools, and an additional 29,000 high 
school students are frcm families considered to be econonically 
disadv£mtagod. Therefore, a total of 75,000 high school students are 
eligible to participate in the J.T.P.A. program, ihis data underscores 
the fact that local educational agercies have unique opportunity to 
reach JTPPi youth before they leave school, and become hard-torserve 
individuals tied to a cycle of AFDC and related support. I^ast year's 
evaluations of the Chicago Public Schools program document a placement 
rate of over 80%, and in many of the programs like chef s' training, 
autobody and fender, and amuSGr>ent machine repair, we had placeinent 
rates reaching 100%. In spite of these facts, the Chicago public 
Schools received a year around contract to serve only 414 JTP^- 
eligible youth, or 1/2 of 11 of the eligible population. We are only 
serving one- third the number of young people that wc have served in 
tho past, despite our outstanding track record. Similar declining 
JTR>\ participation is being experienced by most of thr big city school 
systems. 

Many of the decisions concerning funding levels for educational 
institutions are made based upon pressures to fund numerous other 
jnt'^rest-^ and orq^r\-i7!»*-\ori<: ir* r.»'<4o»' to ip«3»rr> an active role for 
local education agencies in the program partnerships, similiar to Jiat 
which had been established in the past, we are suggesting that 
cooperative programming with school districts be legislatively 
mandated a ro^.n. ^.v,-^^ c;n« of the funds targeted for youth be 

set-abide loi bwi^t. v,oopeiativ> sohix:.', partnerships, wc feel would be 
appropriate. Such a provision would bring school districts actively 
back into the job training partnership system, rather than leaving the 
role of the schools to that of a spectator. Ttiis has been the role to 
which we have often be relegated in recent years. 

In spite of the few reservations wo have enumerated regarding a few of 
the proposed provisions, the Council of the Great Cities Schools wants 
the Committee to be clear about our support for the bill and the 
ar<*ndmonts. Wc appreciate the opportunity to express our views, and 
as always, stand ready to assist the Conmittee as it moves forward to 
enact positive legislation. 
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Senator Simon. All right, we thank you, Dr Newberg. 
Dr. Newbkrg, Thank you. 

Senator Simon. First, how long have you been working in this 
field for the Ch'zago school system? 
Dr. Newberg. About 23 years now 

Senator Simon. Okay. And you go back to, if my mathematics is 
correct, you go back to 1980-81 school year? 
Dr. Newberg. Yes. 

Senator Simon. I note that the Chicago schools' on the job train- 
ing allocations got $24 million in 1980-81, $3.1 million in 1985-86. 
What has that meant in terms of your ability to serve, or have you 
compensated that with local funds, or what has been .he net 
result? 

Dr. Newberg. No. With our extreme budget deficit that we are 
facing, for instance, this year, we have a budget deficit of approxi- 
mately $76 million before we even start dealing with the unions 
thi? year. There was no way we could make up for that loss, and 
all of those participants were let go at the end of the fiscal year 
when chose funds ended. 

So what we are saying is at that point in time we had been serv- 
ing 15,000 and now with those fund:3 we are serving 414. 

Senator Simon. And for those young people, that means what? 

Dr. Newberg. It means less support for the family, probably 
dropping out. For many youth, a job was the key to keeping them 
in school, knowing that if they left school they would lose the job. 
For many of them, it was the key to breaking what you are talking 
about, the cycle. Many of them see their grandparents, parents, 
some of their most recent relatives having completed high school 
and yet not haviiig a job, and so for many of them it was the only 
hope they had to breaking that cycle. 

With many of our minorities, the program is one of the few ways 
of getting students into private industry, opening the door for them 
to get into private industry. Once they get in and once the door is 
open for them, they usually succeed very, very well. 

Senator Simon. As I read through your '^'tatement, some of your 
concerns with both the Kennedy and Quayie amendments are with 
what may happen in the field of regulation. For example, the com- 
prehensive services plan, you do not really oppose tlie idea of a 
comprehensive services plan, as I read your statement, but it is 
what kind of regulations that may come with it to make it too 
much of a burden. Am I reading correctly or not? 

Dr. Newberg. Yes, Senator. For example, one part of the regula- 
tion may be proof that the person is economically disadvantaged. 
We have submitted to our SDA one page that would easily docu- 
ment that, especially if a person is on AFDC. They will show you 
their green card and we will Xerox the front and back of that, and 
yet we have a six-page (document front and back that must be com- 
pleted It asks for all sorts of information that they feel is impor- 
tant. 

The other thing I might suggest is that when looking for some of 
the information that they look to something that we already have 
in the school system that could be easily duplicated and be given to 
them, rather than having staff fill out these lengthy reports. 

Senator Simon. Senator Quayie? 
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Senator Quayle. Thank you very much, Mr Chairman 
I am also concerned about creating additional paperwork just for 
the sake of creating paperwork, but I do think conceptually that it 
is a good idea and we need to sort of see how^ it is going to be car- 
ried out. 

I have just a couple of general questions I wjuld like to ask you 
about expanding the summer youth program to year-round for 
AFDC youth. The reason that we are doing thio is because of the 
problem of the failure of the school system to keep these .ids in 
the school and therefore we have to reach out and t to serve 
them. 

What can we do to keep these kids in school? I think that if you 
look at this thing, that we have got a little bit of a problem and I 
am just Lurious on any thoughts that you might have in our educa- 
tional system and working with our employment training system 
we might do to keep the kids in school in the first place. 

Do you have any overall comments on that? 

Dr. Newberg. That would take some time. I know, for example, 
the House Committee on Education has volumes of material and 
research that they have been doing to look at successful programs. 

Senator Quayle. What would be just your very quick observation 
of what we might be able to do to improve the retention rates in 
school, because if they are in school that is a plus? 

Dr. Newberg. Absolutely. There are a number of successful pro- 
grams for different target populations. It is almost like trying to 
teach reading to your children. I have four children and the key to 
teaching reading to each one of them is something else. My son, if 
it had something to do with football, he loves it. My younger 
daughter, if it has something to do with horses, she loves that. 

Some of the keys started in a very early a^e. Our early childhood 
education programs, where we now are pulling the children m at 
three and four years old, we can look at the minority children who 
are two rnd three years below grade level at that point, they are 
now two or three years above grade level at that point, and that is 
at the early end. This kind of program, where we incorporate basic 
skills training, pre-employment skills training, and a job possibility 
keeps a lot of the hard-core AFDC participants in schocl, because it 
is the only way they are going to get into private industry. They 
know if they leave school, they are just going to go into that cycle 
of standing on the street corner with the rest of their friends. So 
many of them it is the JTPA program that is the key,^ it offers 
them a job for the future. 

Senator Quayle. I understand that and it is very important to 
thousands of kids. I guess my interest is if there is any way that we 
can improve the retention rates in school rf these at-risk kids, that 
if you do that and they stay in school and receive that education, 
statistics show the better chance they are gonig to be trainable and 
go on and get that job. 

I just wondor, from your unique background and vantage point, 
if there is anything that we might be able to do in looking at these 
at-risk kids, on how we might get better retention rates in school, if 
you had any specific suggestions. 

It is just an interest to me ni sort of a general way as to if there 
are any incentives that we can provide to keep them in school, be- 
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cause now we are talking about— and I think we have to do it— the 
possibility of having year-round program for some of the AFDC 
youth. 

What we are basically saying, in recognition that they are not 
going to be in school, that they might not be in school, therefore we 
have got to have special attention and I am just wondering if there 
is any general thoughts on how we can reduce that at-risk popula- 
tion or increase the retention of that at-risk population. 

Dr. Newberg. Okay. In our testimony, I am pointing out that 
two-thirds of what you might consider the at-risk population are 
presently in our schools. Two-thirds of the AFDC children are pres- 
ently attending Chicago public schools, and so what we are trying 
to do, the school system is trying to work with those youngsters to 
hold them, and the JTPA program is part of the key, keepmg them 
in 

Senator Quayle. Keeping them in. 

Dr. Newberg [continuing]. Otherwise, we lose them. The other 
one-third, of course, vve try to bring back in working with other 
agencies. But our hope is that the 79,000 that we are talking about, 
this could be a key and if we \. are made a more active participant 
in the program, we could do that. 

Last week, for example, a community based organization called 
me and said, you know, part of our contract is that we mast se*-ve 
40 percent of youth. We do not know how to serve youths so wc 
would like to come into the school system. I said, well, rather than 
coming in and duplicating what we are doing, we would prefer you 
just give us the money and we will do that. That happens time and 
time again. 

There ar^ a lot of pressures at the local level that force the SDAs 
to make decision. They would like to give us 414 & ' think— in 
fact, it is the largest contract they are giving— tl;8> t' they are 
giving us a break, but they do not have the leverage .'a the legisla- 
tion to give us any more. When we used to have the 22 percent set- 
aside, they could say to all of the other communit} based organiza- 
tions, y-^u focus on youth and we have this legislative mandate co 
provide the system with 22 percent of the money. 

They no longer have tha' mandate, ^3 they have given way to 
pressure and backed off and sc have 79,000 youth and Wi^ are 
having 414 as a contract to pic t service. V/e need your help 

to get more. 

Senator Quayle. Thank you, . A^berg. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Simon. Thank you very much. Dr. Newberg 
Dr. Newberg. Thank you. 
Senator Simon. That concludes our hearing. 
[Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.] 
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